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CARIBBEAN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

CENTRO EUROPA BUILDING, SUITE 417 
1492 PONCE DE LEON AVENUE. STOP 22 

SAN JUAN, PR 00907-4127 

December 2 1.2006 

Mr. Christopher Penny, P.E. 
Vieques Pmject Coordinator 
Commander Atlantic Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
6506 Hampton Boulevard 
Norfolk, VA 23508-1278 

Re: Review of the F i  ERA and Phase I1 SI Work Plan, Former Naval Training Range 
(VNTR), Vieques, Puerto Rico 

Dear Mr. Penny: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Puerto Rico Environmental Quality 
Board (EQB) have completed the review of the Final Expanded Range Assesanent (EFM) and 
Phase II Site Inspection (SI) Work Plan, Former Naval Training Range (VNTR), Vieques, Puerto 
Rim, dated April 2006. 

Our review indicates that the Final ERA and Phase II SI Work Plan does not address several 
Regulatory Agencies comment submitted by EPA on May 26,2006. In addition, the final 
document does not include several modifications presented on the response to comments as 
presented in the Navy's response to comments posted on the pmject website on August 4,2006. 
Therefore, the Final ERA and Phase 11 Work Plan cannot be approved. EncIosed you will 6nd 
our comments. 

The Navy should ensure that all comments submitted by the Regulatory Agencies are 
appropriately incorporated in the subsequent revision of the document. Changes to be made in 
the document shouid be implemented e A Y  as stated in the comment mqx&es, unless this is 
not possible due to some overriding reason. Should a change to the proposed modification of the 
subject document be necessary after the responses to the Regulatory Agencies' comments have 
been formalized, the Regulatory Agencies should be advised of these changes and given an 
opportunity to revipw them and to comment on their sufficiency prior to the f i n a l i o n  of the 
succeeding revision of the document. 
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We remain available to meet with you to go over these outstanding matters. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (787) 741-5201. 

Daniel Rodriguez 
Remedial Pmject Manager 
Response and Remediation Branch 

Enclosures (2) 

cc: Yarissa Martinez, EQB, w/ encl. 
Richard Henry, FWS, wl encl. 
John To&, CH2M Hill, wl encl. 
Doug Maddox, FFRRO, w/ encl. 





EPA review on the Final Expanded R a g e  Assessment and Phase II Site Inspection 
Work Pkn, Former Viques Naval Training Range (YNlli), Vieques, Puerto Rim 

November 2006 

Only those wmments deemed deficient during the analysis and the necessary corrections 
are presented below. 

EPA Specific Comments 

1. Acromyms and Abbreviations, page u The acronym "EOD" is defined here as 
"Exolosive Ordnance Detachment." The definition of "EOD" provided in NAVSEA OP5 
(u.s. Naval Sea Systems Command Ammunition and Explosives Safety Ashore, Regulations 
for Handling, Storing, Pmduction, Renovation and Shipping) is "Explosive Ordnance 
Disposal." Please correct this definition. 

Navy Response: The table of Acronyms and Abbreviations will be revised to inclode 
Expiwive Ordnance Disposal. 

Analysis Of Response Implementation: Instead of correcting the definition of the acronym 
"EOD" as stated in the response, the Navy removed it from the cited table. The Navy should 
either reinstate the acronym and its definition as stated in the response, or they should revise 
the response to reflect the actual action taken thereon. 

6. Section 33, Investigation Procedure, page 3-5: The third paragraph of this section reads, 
"Verification Level (VL) III will be the initial VL for all QC inspections of sites being 
evaluated at 100 percent: a lot will consist of 4 grids (80 total lanes), which total 1 acre and 
the failure to identify 5 UXO items greater than or equal to 20mm in size for any grid will 
result in grid failure and the grid will be re-investigated. Verification Level (VL) VII will be 
the initial VL for all QC inspections of sites being evaluated using a transect approach: 2,400 
linear meters of transect will equate to a lot with each meter being a sample unit, the failure 
to identify 20 UXO items greater than 20mm in size for any lot will result in lot failure and 
the lot will be re-investigated." 

It is unclear as to why the same basic quality criteria (5 UXO items greater than or equal to 
2Omm in size for any grid) is not being applied to the areas being evaluated using the 
transect approach. From a quality evaluation approach, 20 items in the equivalent area of 
four grids is not the same as 5 items in the equivalent area of one grid. For example, it 
would be possible to have 19 of the 20mm items found in a one grid equivalent and none in 
the remaining three, allowing all four grid equivalents to pass inspection because less than 
20 items were found in the entire lot. Also, it is unclear why grids (areas being 100 percent 
inspected) are initially being quality inspected at a Verification Level of W, whereas the 
areas inspected by transects are being evaluated at Verification Level VII. 

Please revise the quality process for the areas being evaluated by transects to bring it into 
line statistically with that used for the areas being inspected using a grid system. Also, 
please expand the cited section to explain the basis forthe different Verification Levels for 
grids and transects. 

Navy Response: The QC progrnm will be implemented aceording to Table PI, which is 



presented in the Draft Master MEC Work Plan, Revision 1 (CHZM HILL, September 
2005). The applicable definable features of work presented in Table 9-1 will he 
evaluated during the appropriate phases (prepatory, initial, and follow-up), which are 
i n d i t e d  in Table kl. 

f 4 
The t h i  paragraph of Sectio page 3-2 will be replaced with: "Quality control of 
all investigation activities will be conducted in accordance with Section 9 of the Draft 
Ma-r MEC Work Plan, Revision 1 (CH2M HILL, September 2005). Specifudly, the 
applicable &defineable features of work identifiid in Table PI will be evaluated during the 
appropriate assessment phases (prepatov, inithl, and follow-up), which are given in Table 
9-1. Addiiionally, a minimum of 10% of the areas (ewer  transect or grid, whichever is 
being used) wil l  be re-evaluated to insure proper MEC location and identpCat20n is being 
accomplished" 

Analysis Of Response Implementation: While the Navy response appears to be reasonable, 
they have stated that they will replace the third paragraph of Section 3.5 instead of the third 
paragraph of Section 3.2, as was cited in the EPA comment. In addition, a review of the audit 
trail for determining sample sizes and passffail criteria as provided in the revised verbiage 
results in a confusing series of questions as to where this information is actually found. Table 
9-1 (page 9-1) of the F i a l  MEC Master Work Plan (December 2006) requires that the work 
be verified by a process specified as, "Check a portion of each gridnot to insure Acceptance 
Criteria are met as defined in the SSWP." However, the SSWP refers you to Table 9-1, fl which results in a continual back-and-forth referral with no end point. A check of Section 

PL( q2 9.:.3 pf t? Final V C  vaster Work Plan reveals a statement that reads, .QC PasstFail 

,, yL cntena w~ll  be specified m Contractor SOWS and incorporated into SSWPs." This wJ incorporation into the SSWP is not the case with the Final ERA & Phase I1 SI Work Plan, as 
is presented above. 

Please correct the listing ofthe section revised to read Section 3.2 instead of Section 3.5. 
the listed work plans as necessary to define where the passlfail 

the affected areas may be found, and to consistently present 



EQB COMMENTS ON THE FINAL EXPANDED RANGE ASSESSMENT 
AND PHASE 11 SITE INSPECTION WORK PLAN 

FORMER VIEQUES NAVAL TRAINING RANGE (VNTR) 
VIEQUES, PUERTO RICO 

DECEMBER 2006 

A. OUTSTANDING COMMENTS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY 
ADDRESSED: 

1. EQB comment (fiom first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
1. Pg 2-2, Sec 2.2, Lines 8-17, Pg 2-3, Sec 2.2, Lines 2-17, Pg. 3-1, Sec 3.1, Lines 
4-9. Some of the descriptions of the various sites are getting confusing. There are 
many sites and they are called by various names. For example, on these lines we 
have Ranges 1 though 6, which are also referred to as other range numbers: 

Range 3 "here forth identified as Range 4" 
Range 4 "here forth identified as Range 4Bn 
Range 5 "here forth identified as Range 3" 

Note that the bullet on line 37 at the bottom of page 2-2 contradicts the text on 
lines 8 through 17. The text says that here forth the ranges will be referred to as 
Range 1,2,3,4,4B, and 6. The bullet on Line 37 refers to Ranges 3,4,4A, 4B, 
and 5. There is no mention of Range 4A in the text on lines 8 - 17, so which 
range is actually Range 4A? 

There is also the discrepancy between the references to Range 6 in the text and 
Range 5 in the bullet. It is not possible to understand which range is which EMA 
MRS by the description provided here. Add to that the fact that the Phase I 
ERAISI Report refers to Ranges 3,4,4A, 4B, and 6. There is no mention of 
Range 4A in lines 8 - 17 and we still have the discrepancy between Ranges 5 and 
6. 

Also, Figure 2-4 shows nine ranges along the north road, not six. 

By the time one gets to page 2-3 a score card is needed to attempt to understand 
the sites. This text discusses MRS numbers, Range numbers, PIS, PAOCs, and 
then AOIs are added to the mix in Chapter 3 (see Figure 3-1). Add this to the fact 
that the MRS numbers are duplicated between the EMA, SIA, LIA, and ECA and 
the result is an inabiiity for the reader to understand which site is being discussed. 

Then, there are two new AOIs listed as being subjects for this work. Since they 
are not designated, how are they going to be discussed? "A01 North" and "A01 
South'? Please explain. 

A final example of the confusing nature of the site designations used in this 
document is the text on page 3-1, lines 4 - 9 which reads: "Based on the results of 



the ERAlPhase I SI the following MRSs will be investigated during the Phase I1 
SI: the entire MRA-ECA, the MRA Beach Area within the EMA, SIA and LIA; a 
total of 9 MRSs, including one PI site, and one PAOC site in the MRA-SIA; and a 
total of 22 MRSs within the EMA, including five PI sites, and three PAOC sites. 
In addition to the MRSs to be investigated two areas of interest (AOIs) identified 
from the L i A R  survey and will be investigated during the ERAIPhase I1 SI. The 
AOIs are within the boundary of MRS 43." It is very difficult to understand the 
meaning of these three sentences. 

Some method is needed to allow the reader to understand which site is being 
discussed A scorecard, such as is provided in Table 3-1 may be the answer. 
Modifying this table (note that it only refers to EMA Ranges 3,4,4A, 4B, and 5 
and that there is no mention of Ranges 1,2, and 6) and putting it in the front of 
the document may be the answer. This issue of numbering and designating sites 
may deserve a separate chapter because there is little hope of achieving group and 
public understanding of the project if we can't efficiently refer to sites when they 
are being discussed. 

The Navy response to this comment reads asfollaos: 
Nomenclature: The site nomenclature is a combination of standard Department of 
Defense (DoD) and standard US Environmental Protection Agency site 
descriptors. DoD breaks the site down into fwe munitions response areas (MRAs) 
(see Figure 2-2). the Eastern Maneuver Area ( E m ,  the Sugace Impact Area 
(SZA), the Live Impact Area (LIA), the Eastern Conservation Area (ECA), and the 
Beach MRA. These MRAs are in turn broken down into munition response sites 
(MRSs). It has, to date, not been necessary to subdivide the Beach MRA into 
MRSs. Note that the MRSs are numbered incrementally for each MRA, and that 
the MRS numbers do not signiflpriority. Because the MRS numbers are 
duplicated across MRAs, where MRS numbers are cited in the text, ifthere is any 
question as to in which MRA that particular MRS resides, the MRA should be 
cited as well. 

Note that the EM-MRS 43 includes all land area within the E M  which is 
covered by artillery safety fans, excluding areas designated as other MRSs 
(Figure 2-4 shows artillery safety fans). EM-MRS 44 includes all land area 
within the E M  which is outside the area covered by artillev safety fans, 
excluding areas designated as other MRSs. SZA-MRS 7 includes all land area 
within the SL4 which is covered by artillery safety fans, excluding areas 
designated as other MRSs. Figure 2-2 will be revised, replacing in the notes 
range fan(s) with artillery safety fan($. 

Ranges: The discussion of range numbering will be clarijed in the Expanded 
Range Assessment and Phase 11 Site Inspection Work Plan. In addition to the six 
EMA ranges mentioned in the draj document on page 2-2 lines 8-1 7, page 2-2 
lines 18-22 discuss what were originally classified as nine ranges within the 
EMA. These ranges are ranges I ,  2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. In historical 



documents, ranges 4, 4A, and 4B were considered one range, currently they are 
considered separate ranges. Thus, there are actuaNy I I ranges in the E M  
(Figure 2-3). The text on page 2-2, lines 18-22 will be changed to: "An aerial 
photograph analysis of the E M  and SL4 (ERI, 2002) indicates that as many as 9 
ranges (I I ranges now that range 4 has been subdivided into 3 discrete ranges, 4, 
4A, and 4B) and up to 30 gun emplacements andpositions may have existed 
historically at the E M  (Figure 2-5). These ranges are currently idenhjied as 
ranges I ,  2, 3, 4, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. Additionally the aerialphotograph 
analysis identified up to nine gun positions and eight observation posts within the 
SIA (identzjied on Figure 2-5 as GP for gun position, OP for observation post, or 
PI for photo-identzjied site, ifthe photo-identified site use could not be 
confirmed). These SL4 sites may have been used for mortar or artillery gun 
training. " 

As discussed in the 6/1/06 CTC meeting Table 3-1, MRS 30 will be changed to 
include range 8. Also, items evaluated during the ERA Phase I SI will be removed 
from the table. 

Page 3-1, lines 4-9 will be changed to: 

"Based on the results of the ERA/Phase I SI, the following MRSs will be 
investigated during the Phase I1 Sl: 
MRA-ECA: The entire MRA-ECA. 
MRA Beach Area: The beaches in the E M ,  SIA, LL4 and ECA. 
MRA-SL4: A total of 7 MWs, and one PI site, and one PAOC site. 
MRA-EM: A total of 22 MRSs includingfive PI sites and three PAOC sites. 

EQB December 2006 follow-up comment: A check of the final document 
shows that the above text was not inserted as written into the final document. 
The last two bullets in the text of the final document say: 

LLMRA-SIA: A total of 7 MRSs, and two PI Sites, and one PAOC 
site. 
MRA-EMA: A total of 22 MRSs including eight PI sites and three 
PAOC sites." 

I am unsure of the reason for this change from the agreed upon text from one 
PI site to two PI sites in the SIA and from five PI sites to eight PI sites in the 
EMA. This should be explained. 

In additwn to the EM-MRSs, PZ sites, and PAOC sites noted above, two areas 
of interest (AOZs) identifiid during the LLDAR survey will be investigated 
during the ERAPhase ZZSZ. These AOZs are located within the boundaries o j  
EMA-MRS 43 (Figure 3-I)." 

Figure 3-1 will be revised to identifl the northern AOZ as AOZ-I, and the 



southern AOI as AOI-2. If munitions response adions are determined to be 
warranted, the AOIs will become new MRSs. 

2. EQB comment ( h m  response to comments sent on September 15,2006): 
EQB agrees that the changes to the document proposed by the Navy are 
appropriate and should help correct some of the confusion that was created by the 
original discussion of the various sites discussed in the document. However, it is 
recommended that the Navy and CH2M Hill examine the numbering system and 
evaluate whether or not it is likely to provide and efficient system for identifying 
the various sites. It should be remembered that the public and multiple agencies 
will be involved in discussing these sites in the future and many of these persons 
are not native English speakers. Developing a more simplified site naming 
system may simplify communication. For example: 

o it is not necessary to start the numbering of MRSs with the number 1 in each 
MRA. It may be advantageous to use a consecutive numbering system so that 
there is onlv one MRS 12. 

d 

o The suggestion for a "scorecard" was a serious one. Producing a table that 
shows the MRS designation and linking this current designation to other - - 
previous or associated names for the site (for example, the previously used 
Range numbers) may be a very helpful reference for reviewers of the 
document. 

Response: 
As discussed in the MR Subcommittee meeting of September 1e the site 
numbering system will be retained. 

EQB comment: It doesn't appear to be possible for EQB to convince the 
Navy that the complexity designed into the current site numbering system 
should be corrected to make the site numbering system more user-friendly. 
However, EQB would like to make the following two points: 

1. EQB doesn't agree with the Navy response above indicating that it was 
agreed and understood that the existing site numbering system will be 
retained. Our  notes from the last MR Committee meeting (September 19, 
2006) only reference discussion of comments 2,3,14, and 19. It is 
possible that this comment was discussed and not recorded by EQB 
during the meeting. This is another example of why it would be advisable 
to spend a short amount of time a t  the end of each MR Committee 
meeting to review agreements and action items and develop a consensus 
l i t  of agreements, conclusions and action items. 

2. Recent E-mails with USFWS indicate that they are  having difficulty 
understanding which sites on VNTR are  being discussed. In  these 
informal discussions EPA has indicated similar concern. This is another 
indication that the current numbering system is creating confusion 
among members of the Vieques Project Team. 



This problem is only going to worsen over time unless action is taken to 
s i m p l i  the site numbering system. EQB again recommends that the site 
numbering system be updated and simplified to allow efficient 
communication concerning speeific project sites on the VNTR 

3. EQB comment ( h m  first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
2. Pg 2-2 to 2-3, Sec 2.2, Line 26 to 2. This section says that there are no impacts 
or potential environmental releases observed at PI 9. However, it is known that 
the shore area of PI 9 is heavily contadmted with MC and possibly MEC. It is 
recommended that this near-shore contamination be investigated and that PI 9 not 
be referred to as being documented to have no potential environmental releases. 
This same comment was made to the Phase I E W S I  Report. 

The Navy response to this comment reads asfolloros: 
The section states that no impacts of any potential environmental releases were 
observed (at PI9  and others). MR.% me defined as ending at the low tide line. 
Items below the low tide line, in the near shore zone, will be addressed as 
warranted foIIowing the investigation and remedial actions for inland areas. The 
types of items found at EMA MRS 12 consisted of small arms and expended items. 
A number of sub surface anomalies were identi9ed in EMA MRS 12, and a 
subsurface evaluation was recommended. An investigation of environmental 
contaminationfiom MC will be conducted, for this site as with an other munitions 
response sites, ajier the munitions response action(s) islare completed. 

EOB comment (from response to comments sent on September 15,2006); 
It is EOB's understanding that ordnance debris vroiects out of the water at PI 
9EMA MRS 12. This makes it at least debatable whether or not this 
contamination should be considered a subsurface anomaly. This site has not been 
visited bv EOB in some time. and it is recommended that a visit to examine this 
contamination be verformed in the near fUture. 
But. the main mint of the comment is to auestion the statement that there are no 
imoacts of environmental releases at PI 9EMA MRS 12. It is not know what 
level of effort was made to suwort this determination A case could be made that 
MC pmiecting above the waterline (ifthis is the tax) is evidence of an 
environmental release. It also hasn't been established that this vile of ordnance 
scrm consists of only MC since it hasn't been investigated vet. 
EOB is concerned with the safety residents and visitors to Vieaues. Having an 
ordnance scrau dumo accessible to anyone with a boat is a concern because it is 
possible that this site. wtentiallv containing hazardous ordnance or MC can be 
disturbed by tresvassers at anv time. 
Because of this EOB recommends that the descrivtion of this site be m&ed to 
reco enize these wtential hazards. 

Response: 
As discussed during the MR Subcommitlee meeting of September lgh 2006, E M  



MRS-46 has been expanded to include the area south of EM4 MRS-I2 including 
Puerto Ferro (see attached revised Figure 2-2). The locations where the items 
are visible at low tide will be evaluated to idenha munitions related materials. 

EOB Comment: Figure 2-2 was not attached to this document so it was not 
reviewed. In general. EOB ames that the Navy response captures the discussion 
on this site d&ng the last MR Committee meeting (emand&g EMA MRS-12 and 
scheduling the MC that protrudes h m  the water at low tide for evaluation). 
However. one additional agreement was documented in EOR's meeting notes: "It 
was aereed that small ~ i l es  of MEC discovered bv Felix on land will be 
inve&oated during the Phase I1 ERAISI." Including investigation of the MEC 
discovered bv Felix in the Phase I1 ERAISI would complete this response. 

EQB December 2006 follow-up Comment: Figure 2-2 was checked upon 
receipt of the Zinal document and EMA MRS-12 is not referenced on this 
figure. 

Furthermore, the text on EMA MRS-12 states that this MRS was 
'investigated as part of the ERAIPhase I SI to assess the types, densities, and 
nature of the MEC items present at  the sites" (page 2-2). This implies that 
this investigation was complete, however, as has been noted often in the past, 
objects resembling MEC protrude from the surface of the water at this site 
near to the shore and this portion of the MRS has never been investigated. 
Saying that this MRS has been investigated is misleading and this language 
should be corrected. 

Additionally, the document states (page 2-3), "A number of subsurface 
anomalies were detected at  EMA MRS 12 during the Phase I Site Inspection. 
It was verified that none of the items located at  EMA MRSs 6 and 12- 
presented an explosive hazard; ...". Again, this statement is not correct 
because MEC visible above the waterline has not been inspected. This 
statement should be corrected. 

Also, the agreement on this subject, discussed and resolved at the September 
19.2006 MR Subcommittee meeting, has not been incorporated into this 
do;nment. The following is the section on this topic from my report of this 
meeting: 

"Phase I1 ERAISI Work Plan 
#2 - This was the continued discussion of PI 9/MRS 12. I noted that the 
description of PI 9 doesn't include the MEC in the water that actually 
protrudes from the water. It is not accurate to call this an 'underwater siten 
and exelude it from investigation if the MEC protrudes from the water. The 
water portion of the site is also not included as part of the MRS. It was 
agreed that small piles of MEC discovered by Felix on land will be 
investigated during the Phase I1 ERAISI. The MEC in the water and 



protruding from the water will be identX~ed and described in the Phase I1 
ERAIS1 work plan documenting that it is part of the MRS." 

Note that this text from my report documents that this topic was discussed at  
the MR Subcommittee meeting and that a specific agreement was made. 
This agreement has not been implemented and this error shonld be corrected 
in this document. 

4. EQB comment (from first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
3. Pg 2-3, Sec 2-2, Lies  18-29. These lines describe recommendations from the 
Phase I E M S I  Report. It should be noted that EQB has comments on these 
recommendations as reflected in our comment numbers 27 through 30 in our 
comments to the Phase I E M S 1  Report. It is recommended that the comments on 
the recommendations contained in the Phase I E M S 1  Report be resolved first 
and then this section of the Phase 11 Work Plan can be revised accordingly. 

The Nnvy response to this comment reads asfollms: 
As discussed in the responses to comments numbers 27 through 30 of the ERA and 
Phase Z SZ Report, the explosive hazard severity for EMA MRS 6 and EMA MRS 
I2 have been revised to follow the Site Prioritization Protocol S Table I 
classiJcation within the EHE module munitions type. The explosive safety hazard 
screening category for EMA MRS 6 is moderate-high. The explosive safety hazard 
screening category for E M  MRS I2 is high Because there is evidence that these 
sites have been impacted the recommendation is for furlher investigation; 
however, because all of the items found were expended, relative to some of the 
other sites they have a lower priority. The recommendations contained in the 
above menhnhoned section of the Phase I1 Work Plan are unchanged. 

With respect to EMA MRS 12, MEC clebris in near-shore water is outside the 
scope of this work, and notpart ofEMA MRS 12. OnIy UD was found in this 
MRS. 

EOB comment (from response to comments sent on September 15,2006); 
This comment deals with the hazard assessment protocol used in this document. 
The resmnse describes revisions to the hazard assessments for these MRS that are 
containsin the Naw's responses to EOB's comments on the Phase I ERA SI 
Report. The Naw is correct that these changes were made in the Naw's 
r e s m e s  to that rewrt. However, the responses to EOB comments on the ERA 
SI Phase I Re~ort are dated March 2006. Since that time, the Naw as amed to 
revise the ha&d assessment protocol at the last MR Committee meetim held in 
San Juan on Mav 3 1.2006. As recorded in UXO Pro's report to EOB on that 

"The hazard assessment section of this document [note: "this document" is the 
Phase I ERA SI Report1 was discussed at l e d .  Jim Pastorick made the 
point that the current hazard assessment ~rotocol is not useful to the pmiect 
because it doesn't discriminate exulosive hazards verv well and it also doesn't 



accurately rearesent the rankinr! procedure of the Site Prioritization Protocol 
on which it is basd.  It was decided th~rCH2M Hill would review the hazard 
rankinn procedure and revise it within three w e e k  Chris Penny said that the 
hazard assessment protocol should be a recurrim touic o f  discussion for the 
MR Committee until it is resolved. " 

To date no revisions to the hazard ranking vrotocol have been discussed with 
EOB or received by EOB. Therefore, EOB considers this comment to be still 
unresolved and open for discussion and future resolution. 

EOB comment part 2(fiom response to comments sent on September 15,2006); 
With r e s m t  to the second ~arag;ra~h of the Navy reswnse "With resuect to EMA 
MRS 12. MEC debris in near-shore water is outside the scow of this work. and 
not part of EMA MRS 12. Only MD was found in this MRS", vlease see the 
Additional EOB Comment #2 above. 

Response to part I: 
The hazard assessment protocol was discussed in the September 19 2006 MR 
Subcommittee meeting. As discussed in the meeting, no changes will be made to 
this document on the hazmd assessment protocol. However, the hazard 
assessment protocol will continue to be evaluated by the MR Subcommittee. 

Response to purl 2: 
As discussed above in the most recent Navy response to EQB April 2006 comment 
2. Pg 2-2 to 2-3, &c 2.2, Line 26 to 2, the locations where the items are visible at 
low tide will be evaluated to identi3 munitions related materials. 

EQB October 2006 Comment: EQB doesn't agree that Part I was resolved a t  
the September MR Committee meeting and that agreement was reached that 
no chbges  will be made to the hazard&essment protocol presented in the 
Phase I1 ERAlSI Work Plan. As noted in the previous comments issued by 
EQB on this subject, the Navy has previously committed to revising the 
hazard assessment protocol within three weeks of May 31,2006 and the 
Navy also committed to  discussing this subject within the MR Committee. 
Neither of these t h i n g  has occurred. Also, EQB's notes describing the 
discussion of this comment a t  the last MR Committee meeting says, 
"Discussion of this comment was not completed and was postponed until 
later", indicating that continued discussion of this topic was, once again, 
scheduled but not implemented. 

EQB7s position is, in summary, that there are  two hazard analyses that need 
to he accomplished: 
1. The Navy is required to develop the Site Prioritization Protocol (SPP) for 

all MRS on the VNTR It is EQB7s understanding that this is an internal 
DoD requirement and that the Navy is required to implement the SPP 
exactly as published in the Federal Register to comply with this comment. 

2. Separate from the requirement described in #1 above, the Navy needs to 
perform an assessment of the hazard of MEC on the MRS in the VNTR 
for the purpose of determining a.) if a future response action is required 



(basically a preliminary screen with possible outcomes of "no further 
actionn, "forward to RyFSn, o r  "accelerated responsen) and b.) if a 
response is required by the results of a.) what is the appropriate response 
action. 

It k EQB's understanding that the two hazard analyses listed above require 
three actual screening processes: 
1. The SPP as  published in the Federal Register. 
2. A preliminary screening protocol performed prior to the Remedial 

Investigation. 
3. A detailed hazard analysis protocol performed during the Feasibility 

Study. 

The SPP exists as published in the Federal Register (screen #1 above). The 
EPA is developing the MEC Hazard Analysis (MEC HA) which is designed 
to be used for the hazard analysis described in #3 above. We are currently 
dealing with the requirement for the preliminary screen described in #2 
above and a successful screening protocol for this purpose has not yet been 
developed. 

I t  is EQB's understanding that the SPP is intended to prioritize sites for 
future attention on a nation-wide basis. I t  is EQB's understanding that it is 
not designed to be used as  a risk assessment tool for determining future 
remedial actions a t  specific MRS and this is where EQB disagrees with the 
Navy's use of the SPP in this document. 

EQB recommends that the previous agreement to discuss this issue in detail 
within the MR Committee be implemented. EQB stands ready to support 
this effort and further recommends that Doug Maddox, an original member 
of the MR Committee from EPA, be included in these discussions since he 
has intimate knowledge of the various MEC hazard analysis processes 
including the MEC HA. 

EQB December 2006 follow-up comment: There has been no additional 
discussion of this issue and it remains uuresolved. 

5. EQB comment (from first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
14. Pg 5-1, Sec 5.2, Line 18-28. This section references the hazard evaluation a d  
site prioritization performed as part of the Phase I E M S I .  However, EQB had 
several comments (comment numbers 25 - 30) on the hazard evaluation and site 
prioritization in the Phase I E M S 1  which have not been resolved. It is 
recommended that EQB's comments on the hazard evaluation and site 
prioritization in the Phase I E M S 1  be discussed and resolved before the results 
of that evaluation and screening process are implemented in this work plan. 

The Navy response to this comment reads as follows: 



The explosive hazard categories have been revised to include the 11 categories 
given in the DoD Site Prioritization Protocol. The "Riot Control" category has 
been retained for consistency with the DoD protocol. See response to comments 
25 through 30 of the ERA and Phase I SI Report. 
The categories are: 

high-explosive[HJ3] grenade projectiles, white phosphorus 
[WP] munitions, high-explosive antitank [HEAT] munitions, 
and practice munitions with sensitive fuzes, but excluding all 
other practice munitions). 

All DMM containing pyrotechnic fillers other than white 
phosphorous (e.g., flares, signals, simulators, smoke grenades) 

are deteriorated 
Bulk secondary high explosives, pyrotechnic compositions, or 



All DMM that are practice munitions that are not associated 
with a sensitive Ikse and that have not: 

Former (as in "former military range") means the MRS is a location that was (1) 
closed by a former decision made by the Component with adminisirative control over 
the location, or (2) put to a use incompatible with the presence of UXO, DMM, or 

Historical evidence means the investigation: (1) found written documents or records, 
(2) documented interviews of persons with a knowledge of site conditions, or (3) 
found and verified other forms of information. 
Physical Evidence means: (I) recorded observations from on-site investigations, such 
as finding intact UXO or DMM, or munitions debris (e.g., fragments, penetrators, 
projectiles, shell casings, links, fins); (2) the results of field or laboratory sampling and 
analysis procedures; or (3) the results of geophysical investigations. 
Practice munitions means munitions that contain an inert filler (e.g., wax, sand, 
concrete), a spotting charge (i.e., a small charge of red phosphorous, photoflash 
powder, or black powder used to indicate the point of impact), and a fuze. 

EOB comment (&om response to comments sent on September 15,2006): 
Please see the Additional EOB Comment on #3 above. In addition, the Navv's 
resvonse merely cuts and pastes Table 1 from the Site Prioritization Protocol. 
There is no ex~lanation for why this is an aovro~riate hazard ranking method for 
the Vieuues Phase 11 SI. As is documented in the Additional EQB Comment on 



#3 above, "It was decided that CH2M Hill would review the hazard ranking 
procedure and revise it within three weeks. Chris Pennv said that the hazard 
assessment ~rotocol should be a recurring topic of disc&sion for the MR 
Committee until it is resolved." However, it has not been resolved and in fact, 
there have not been anv additional meetings or discussion on this to~ic. EOB 
considers this comment to be not resolved and oDen for discussion. 

Response: 
The hazard assessment protocol was discussed in the September 19 2006 MR 
Subcommittee meeting. As discussed in the meeting, no changes will be made to 
this document on the hazard assessmentprotoco1. However, the hazard 
assessment protocol will continue to be evaluated by the MR Subcornminee. 

EQB October 2006 Comment: Please see EQB's response to the previous 
comment #3 for a more detailed description of EQB's understanding of the 
various hazard assessment requirements. Note that EQB disagrees that it 
was decided that no changes will be made to this document concerning the 
hazard assessment protocol at the last MR Committee meeting. 

It is also noted that there is little purpose in continuing to evaluate this issue 
if there is no possibility that changes will be made to the hazard evaluation 
process in this document. Under those conditions it is likely that EQB will 
decline to participate in discussions since it has been predetermined that they 
will not result in any changes. 

Please see comment #3 above for a thorough summary of EQB's 
understanding of the hazard assessment requirements of this project and for 
EQB's recommendation for a path forward. 

EQB December 2006 follow-up comment: There has been no additional 
discussion of this issue and it remains unresolved. 

6. EQB comment ( h m  first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
19. App B Attachment and Table 1. Much of the Attachment to Appendix B (the 
GPO Plan) repeats the requirements of Appendix F to the Master Work Plan. 
Inclusion of this infonuation only serves to cause confusion where the Appendix 
B Attachment doesn't agree with Appendix F to the MWP. 

For example, both documents contain an introductory section on "Purpose." 
However, the attachment to Appendix B excludes two of the requirements 
contained in Appendix F to the MWP: "Document system reliability" and 
"Evaluate estimated field production rates and estimated false positive ratios, as 
related to project cost". Is the deletion of these requirements a formal 
modification to the MWP which means that documentation of system reliability 
and field production rates is not part of the function of the GPO? If so, why? 
Why was it included as part of the purpose in the MWP and not in the Phase I1 
ERA/SI? And why repeat all of the other requirements verbatim if they are 



unchanged? 

It is recommended that the attachment to Appendix B be scrubbed to eliminate all 
text that is duplicative to the existing requirements of the MWP because this 
duplication with only minor changes causes confusion. 

Also, the section on DQOs is slightly different that that contained in the MWP. 
For example, the requirement for "Downline Data Density" is not in the MWP 
and the text for "Survey Coverage (Lane Spacing)" is different than that in the 
MWP. Are these formal changes which should be reflected in the next version of 
the MWP or are they errors in the attachment to Appendix B? 

Also, Table 1 on "Project Data Quality Objectives" contains numerous conflicts 
with the text in the work plan and the MWP. Project DQOs are contained in 
several places in this document and the MWP so it is inevitable that there will be 
contradictions. For example, Table 1 says that the DQO for transect spacing is for 
no more than a 2 4 .  gap. Is this the same as the MWP requirement for "Lane 
Spacing (Sensor Separation)" contained in the MWP? They appear to be dierent 
(the MWP contains a 2% requirement and a I -ft. radius requirement). Another 
difference is the Table 1 requirement for "Search transect spacing to vary no more 
than + or - 20% of spacing specified in sampling design." This appears to be 
different than the 98% coverage requirement in the MWP Appendix F. 

Also, Table 1 doesn't have any DQO for reacquisition accuracy as does the MWP 
Appendix F. Why is this DQO missing? 

The Navy response to this comment reads asfollows: 
The Master Work Plan is intended to be a general overarching guidance 
document. Where site specifcprojects vary from the general guidance, site 
specific workplans are written to document the changes. This Draft JLxpanded 
Range Assessment Site Investigation Phase 11 Work Plan is such a document, 
providing mod~jkations to the general guidance for this specific project. The 
geophysical investigation plan in this document is a later edition, and reflects 
updates that will be made to the Master Work Plan when it is next revised. 

EOB comment (from response to comments sent on September 15,2006): 
Based on the Navv's reswnse these changes represent significant changes to the 
MWP. However. bv merelv including these chanws in the site-s~ecific work plan 
without discussion the Navv puts EOB in the wsition of havine to suend a 
significant amount of time comparing the two documents. looking for variations, 
and evaluating those variations. 

For example, since the reswnse savs that the text in the site-suecific work plan 
takes precedent. EOB assumes that there is not DWP for reacauisition accuracy 
(since it is not referenced in the site-suecific work plan). Or. does the original 
reacquisition accuracy DO0 fiom the MWP still m l v ?  



Figuring this out which changes a ~ v l y  to the MWP and which wrtions of the 
MWP are still valid is nearlv imwssible under these circumstances. It is highly 
recommended that the Navy list these important changes to the GPO dan 
contained in the MWP. that has already been agreed uwn, so these changes can 
be recognized and understood by all wencies and reviewers involved. Submitting 
a change notice to the MWP would be an avvrovriate format for imvlementinq 
these changes. 

Response: 
To clarify the original comment: The Master Work Plan is the general 
overarching guidance document. Where site specific work plans specijically call 
out changes, those changes apply for the speciJic project only. Ifthe site spec~jk 
workplan does not contain a requirement in the Master Work Plan, that 
requirement is still valid for the site speczjic project. The geophysical 
investigation plan in this document is a later edition, and reflects updates that will 
be made to the Master Work Plan when it is next revised. Spec~jkally: 

The requirements to "Document ~ s t e m  reliability" and "Evaluate estimated 
field production rates and estimated false positive ratios, as related to project 
cost" will be added to the purpose section of the Geophysical Prove-Out Work 
Plan in the Expanded Range Assessment and Phase I1 Site Inspection Work 
Plan 

The requirements for "Downline Data Density" and the revised text for 
"Survey Coverage (Lane Spacing;) "will be added to the Master Work Plan 
when it is next revised. 

In response to the original April comment that states "Table 1 says that the 
LlQO for transect spacing is for no more than a 2-3. gap. Is this the same as 
the MWP requirement for Lane Spacing (Sensor Separation) contained in the 
MWP? " The DQO quoted is for downline data density (data density along 
the line of travel in the geophysical survey), which is d~fferent than lane 
spacing (the distance between individual geophysical survey lines). The 
requirements are correct as written in the documents. 

The requirement in the site specific Geophysical Prove-Out Work Plan for 
"Search transect spacing to vaiy no more than + or - 20% of spacing 
speczjied in sampling design" is an update to standmd requirements and will 
be revised in the Master Work Plan Appendix F. 

The site specific workplan does not contain the DQO for reacquisition 
accuracy provided in the Master Work Plan. The DQO for reacquisition 
accuracy was written for the case where an anomaly is idenlified andjlagged, 
and another geophysical team/technique is used to try to more accurately 
identify the location. This type of work is not planned in the Expanded Range 
Assessment and Phase II Site Inspection, only geophysical mapping will be 
conducted. Reacquisition and anomaly investigation will be carried out as 
port offurure removal action. 

With respect to the most recent August 2006 comment: Ifthere is no changed 
requirement established in the site specijic work plan, then the requirements of 



the Master Work Plan stand. The original DeOfor reacquisition in the MWP 
still applies, though reacquisition is notplannedfor thisphase of work The 
Master Work Plan will be modified to rejlect the changes stated in the responses 
to comments. 

EOB October 2006 Comment: EOB's notes h m  the last MR Committee 
meeting on this comment say. "It was amxd that the Naw will update the Master 
Work Plan often to keep UP with field chams  that are implemented. This will 
keep the MWP from quicklv b e c o h  obsolete." Issuing a revised MWP and 
ucdating it fi-equentlv through formal Field Changes will help to eliminatq 
contradictions between the MWP and site-specific work plans. 

It is also recommended that if a topic is covered in the MWP that the site-s~ecific 
work plan only contain information that modifies the information in the MWP. 
For example. if the description of a GPO is complete in the MWP. the site- 
specific work plan onlv needs to show the location of the specific GPO and list 
the type, number, and depth of MEC that will serve as targets. Listing 
information that is largely redundant with that in the MWP requires that reviewers 
comnare the two plans almost word by word to soot the differences between the 
two. This is difficult and time consuming and it would be appreciated if the Navy 
and their contractors could minimize this effort by crafting the site-specific plan 
to only inelude technical items that are changes &om the MWP. If this is not 
possible it would be eauallv helpful to highlight in some way items in the site- 
specific plan that represent changes &om the MWP. Anvthine that can help 
lessen the word-bv-word comparison of two complex documents will increase the 
efficiency of the document review and also helo the field personnel chawed with 
implementing these multiple plans to more easilv understand the guidance being 
riven to them. 

EQB December 2006 follow-up comment: Very few changes have been made 
to the GPO plan in response to this comment. It is still wordy and dizficult to 
compare to the requirements of the Master Work Plan (the point of the 
original EQB comment). It is recommended that, since the Navy prefers to 
use a system of work plan documents including a Master Work Plan and 
numerous site-specific work plans, that the Navy institmte a policy of not 
repeating text in site-specific work plans that is adequately covered and not 
changed from the MWP. Repeating text, either verbatim or nearly verbatim, 
requires the reviewer to go through the time consuming process of 
comparing the two documents side by side in an attempt to find small but 
significant changes in the text of the site-specific plan. The recommended 
policy is, "If the MWP is correct and applies to the site-specifie plan then 
referenee it in the MWP and don't repeat it". 

As an example, both the Phase 11 ERAIS1 Work Plan have eight QC tests 
specified in the GPO plan seetion. However, the Phase Il ERAISI Work Plan 
has a "Repeat Data" test as test #8 (see Table 3 on page C-13) while the new 



MWP (December 2OOfi) has an uOctant Test" as test #a The reviewer is left 
wondering why this speeifi change was made to the site specific work plan 
without explanation. Instead of repeating the f m t  seven tests it would be 
more valuable to state that the first seven tests from the MWP will be 
implemented but the eighth test was changed from the "OetPnt Test" to the 
uRepeat Data Test" for the following masons. The reason for this change 
could then briefly be documented which should answer all of the reviewers 
questions concerning this technical change. 

This is only one example of this issue, which has been systemic throughout 
the project. Many more examples could be cited. The volume of repeated 
text in site-specific plans places a significant burden on reviewers and makes 
it dificult to find the important technical changes from the MWP. This also 
lessens the importance of the MWP since it is unlikely that field personnel 
are going to carefully S E I I ~ ~  multiple documents for minute technical 
changes. They are most likely to simply use the text from the site-specific 
work plan and ignore the MWP. In this case, why bother with an MWP at  
all. 

B. THE NAVY FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE AGREED-UPON 
RESOLUTION AND HAS NOT MADE THE REQUIRED CHANGES TO THE 
WCUMENT FOR THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS: 

1. EQB comment #20 ( h m  first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
This comment requested that the work plan include information in the siz.e and 
burial depth of GPO targets- The Navy's response said that this information will 
not be added to the work plan in order to maintain the wnlkh&dity of this 
information (an appropriate measure) but that this information will be provided to 
stakeholders prior to construction of the GPO. 

During the most recent CTC me* it was discovered that the GPO was under 
construction at the time of the meeting. No additional information on the GPO 
has been provided. EQB request that the Navy follow through on their 
commitment to provide this information to stakeholders as documented in the 
original comment and response copied below: 

"2@. Pg 3, Sec 2.2.1, Line Attachment to App B. This says the GPO seed 
items will be "a represmtative sample of MEC sizes . . . buried at various 
depths and orientations". It is recommended that the plan be more specific and 
indicate how many of what size MEC will be used and to what depths they 
will be buried in order to meet the requirement for representativeness. 

Response: l%s table of sizes of GPO seed items and the depths, locations and 
orientations ai which they will be buried, will be provided to stukxholders as 
per discussion and agreemenf in a timely manner prior to construction of the 
GPO. The information will not be included in this plan to ensure blind GPO 



testing of subcontractors 'processes and equipment. 

Additional EQB Comment: The explanation provided resolves this 
comment." 

2. EQB comment #21 (fiom first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
This comment notes that the MWP contains a requirement for the False Alarm 
Rate (FAR) to be no more than 15%, however the Phase I1 ERAIS1 Work Plan 
doesn't contain this requirement and offers some mushy language about how the 
f i c u l t y  in determining an acceptable maximum FAR. The comment questions 
whether or not the MWP requirement is appropriate and, if it is appropriate, why 
is it not being implemented in the Phase II Work Plan? 

The Navy's response says that they have decided that the 15% FAR requirement 
isn't appropriate and that it will be removedfrom the MWP. However, a check of 
the revised MWP shows that this requirement is still there @age F-2). Also, a 
field change has not been issued modifying this requirement. The result of this is 
that this aspect of the Phase II Work Plan is not in accordance with the 
requirement of the MWP. I recommend that EQB bring this to the attention of the 
Navy and request that they modlfi one of the documents via afield change request 
to enable compliance on this important technical issue. The original comment 
and Navy response are copied below for reference: 

"21. Pg 4, Sec 2.2.1, Line Attachment to App B. The discussion of FAR is 
confusing. If there is ". . . no absolute rule to determine an acceptable FARn, 
then how will an acceptable FAR be determined? Can any criteria be 
established? The MWP Appendix F says the criteria is for FAR to be no 
greater than 15%. Is this requirement no longer valid? 

Response: The requirement for less than 15percent FAR will be removed 
from the next version of the MWP. No absolute FAR will be determined It is 
of more value to look at FAR as the projectprogresses, and evaluate the FAR 
against the anomaly selection criteria and other metrics, than to set afixed 
limit for FAR. 

Additional EQB Comment: The explanation provided resolves this 
comment. However, it is recommended that this change to the MWP be 
documented in a Document Change Notice." 

3. EQB comment #22 (fiom first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
The issue with comment 22 is similar to comment 21 above. In the response to 
this comment the Navy agreed to add the requirements for "Downline Data 
Density" and "Survey Coverage" to the MWP because they are included in the 
Phase Il Work Plan but not the MWP. However, a back check of the MWP shows 
that these two requirements have not been added. It is recommended that EQB 
request that the Navy issue a Field Change Request to the MWP to comply with 



this agreement. The original comment 22 and the Navy's response is reproduced 
below for reference: 

"22. Pg 4, Sec 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, Line Attachment to Appendix B. The 
requirements here for "Downline Data Density" and "Survey Coverage" are 
not contained in the MWP. Should they be added to the MWP or are these 
criteria only valid to this one project? 

Response. Downline Data Density and Survey Coverage will be added as 
potential LlQOs in the MWP. The requirements of site-specific geophysical 
work plans d~fler, depending on scope. These two requirements are 
applicable to this plan and potentially future ones. 

Additional EQB Comment: The explanation provided resolves this 
commentn 

4. EQB comment #24 (from first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
This comment is similar to 20 above. It discusses selection of the GPO site and 
asks why the site isn't beiig selected now and included in the Phase II Work Plan. 
The Navy's response says that this information will be provided to the regulators 
in an "interim deliverable" which will include information on the location of the 
GPO and the type and depth of burial for the targets. It is recommended that EQB 
contact the Navy and request that they follow through on their commitment to 
provide this information in an "interim deliverable" as documented in the original 
comment and response copied below: 

"24. Pg 7, Sec 4.0, Line Attachment to Appendix B, Comment 24, Pg 10, Sec 
5.1, Line Attachment to Appendix B. This section says the GPO area will be 
selected in the future. It is recommended that it be selected and identified 
during the planning stage of the project and included in this GPO plan. 
Selecting the GPO area now would be consistent with guidance documents on 
the subject including the EPA UXO Handbook and the ITRC "GPOs for MR 
Projects". 

Response; Appropriate project personnel will pre-scout potential locations. 
The project geophysicist will screen sites when he arrives to set up the GPO 
site. As discussed, an interim deliverable will be issued with the location of 
the GPO and specifications of seed items size, number, orientation and depth. 

This section also says that the number, type, and depth of burial of seed items 
will be determined later. The same comment as above applies to this. It is 
recommended that the GPO be planned and that the plan be included in this 
planning document to comply with best practices as described in the 
referenced documents. 

Additional EQB Comment: The explanation provided and the 



recommended text change resolves this comment. 

5. EQB comment #25 (fiom first set of comments to the April 2006 document): 
This comment discusses an error in Table 3 of the GPO plan. This table said that 
the lane spacing for the GPO will be .75-ft. The response said that the table 
should say .75-meters and that the table would be corrected. However, the table 
has been deleted in the final work plan along with some important guidance 
information. The final work plan doesn't contain any specification for lane 
spacing, height of the sensor above the ground, data collection rate and survey 
speed. It is recommended that EQB inform the Navy that their action of deleting 
the table does not comply with their agreement to correct the table. The original 
comment and response are copied below for reference: 

"25. Pg 9, Table 3, Attachment to Appendix B. Table 3 shows that the GPO 
will be performed on a lane width of 0.754. (8-in.). This is an extremely 
narrow lane width. It is only appropriate to perform the GPO at this lane width 
if the production field work is also going to be performed at this narrow lane 
width. Please confirm that the production lane width will also be 8-in. 

Response: The lane width is actually in meters, the tabIe will be revised. 

Additional EQB Comment: The explanation provided and the 
recommended text change resolves this comment." 




